The manuscript reports an EEG-based SSVEP BCI dataset. Compared to existing datasets, the present dataset has its unique features of multi-band (covering typical SSVEP frequency bands), multi-session, and multi-day recordings. The number of participants is reasonable. Data analysis supports the validity of the dataset. Due to the limited number of publicly available SSVEP BCI datasets as compared to the popularity of the SSVEP BCI applications, the reported dataset is timely and could have important contribution to the BCI research community. Therefore, I suggest acceptance of the manuscript, with the following minor comments. 1. While I agree thirty subjects is reasonable for a dataset, it would be clearer to have some explanations on this. And, whether they had previous (SSVEP) BCI experiences should be reported. 2. Please report the duty cycle of the steady-state stimulations: I assume 50% on and 50% off? 3. The selection of the frequency bands need further explanation. Especially, why not the alpha band included? 4. The rationale for the inclusion of the bio-signals (ECG, EMG etc.) should be given prior to the Results session, preferably with references to previous related studies. 5. Since there were two recording days, what measures have the authors taken to control possible position differences of the EEG recording sites across days? 6. Figure 3 : it is misleading to state 'SSVEP topographic maps', as the authors already mentioned in the main text, the frontal activation could be eye movement related activities that happened to be at the steady-state stimulation frequencies. It could be better to state 'Topographic maps at the SSVEP frequencies'.
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